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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1,6,7,9-15 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Anderson et al 4042032 in view Brown et al 3681287. 
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Anderson discloses a method of consolidating sands in a formation. The method 
comprises introducing a brine preflush containing a cationic surfactant into the formation 
around and adjacent to the wellbore. After the preflush, a hardenable resin composition 
is introduced into the formation to be consolidated. The resin can be furan liquid resin 
mixture. After introduction of the resin, a brine overflush containing a cationic surfactant 
is introduced to displace the resin composition and then the resin composition is 
allowed to harden. Anderson is considered to disclose all of the claimed features 
except for the specific resin composition claimed. Brown discloses a resin composition 
used to consolidate sands. The resin composition comprises a furan liquid resin 
mixture, a solvent, an organosilane coupling agent, and an acid catalyst. It would have 
been considered obvious to substitute the resin composition of Brown for the resin 
composition of Anderson since they are considered equivalent parts for performing 
equivalent functions. Both are resins used to consolidate sands. As to claims 6,11,14 
and 17, the exact amount of preflush, surface active agent, solvent, organosilane, and 
acid catalyst used would have been considered obvious since the amount of material 
used varies significantly based on the formation properties of the formation to be 
treated. As to claim 7, the furan resin in Brown can be furfuryl alcohol. As to claim 9, 
the solvent in Brown can be dioxane. Since dioxane is closely chemically related to 
dimethyl, substitution of dimethyl for dioxane would have been considered an obvious 
design choice. As to claim 10, tetrahydrofuran can also be used as the solvent and 
tetrahydofuran is closely chemically related to furfuryl. As to claims 12 and 13, Brown 
teaches that the organosilane can be aminopropyltrioxysilane. Since 
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aminopropyltrioxysilane is very similar to aminopropyltrimethoxysilane, it would have 
been considered obvious to substitute one for the other. As to claim 15, Brown teaches 
that the acid catalyst can be mineral acid salts. 

Claims 2,3 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Anderson in view of Brown as applied to claims 1,6,7,9-15 and 17 above, and 
further in view of Boles et al 4476931 . 

Anderson does not specifically identify the cationic agent being used. Boles also 
discloses use of a preflush containing a cationic surfactant for the same reasons as 
Anderson, which is to wet the formation. Boles teaches that his cationic agent is 
potassium chloride. As evidenced by their proximity on the periodic table, potassium 
and sodium share similar characteristics and substitution of sodium for potassium would 
have been considered an obvious design choice since they are so closely chemically 
related. As to claim 3, the exact amount of sodium chloride used would have been 
considered obvious since the amount used varies and depends directly upon formation 
characteristics. As to claim 18, the preflush of Boles is introduced below the fracture 
pressure. 

Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Anderson in view of Brown as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Powell et 
al 2004/0154799. 

Powell teaches that the overflush is introduced below the fracture pressure. While it is 
believed inherent in Anderson that the overflush is introduced below the fracture 
pressure, it would have been considered obvious to introduce the overflush of Anderson 
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below the fracture pressure as taught by Powell since one would not want to fracture 
the formation till after the resin composition hardens. 

Claims 20,25,26 and 28-34,36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Anderson in view of Brown and Shu 3681287. 

Claim 20 is substantially identical to claim 1 except for it calls for the additional 
step of fracturing and propping after the resin composition has hardened. Please see 
above for a description of Anderson in view of Brown. Shu teaches that after a resin 
composition has hardened, the formation can be fractured and propped for completion. 
It would have been obvious to include the additional step of fracturing and propping in 
the method of Anderson as taught by Shu since the purpose of treating a formation is to 
increase production and fracturing and propping are commonly done steps in production 
operations. As to claims 22,25,30,33 and 36, the exact amount of preflush, surface 
active agent, solvent, organosilane, and acid catalyst used would have been considered 
obvious since the amount of material used varies significantly based on the formation 
properties of the formation to be treated. As to claim 28, the solvent in Brown can be 
dioxane. Since dioxane is closely chemically related to dimethyl, substitution of 
dimethyl for dioxane would have been considered an obvious design choice. As to 
claim 29, tetrahydofuran can also be used as the solvent and tetrahydofuran is closely 
chemically related to furfuryl. As to claims 31 and 32, Brown teaches that the 
organosilane can be aminopropyltrioxysilane. Since aminopropyltrioxysilane is very 
similar to aminopropyltrimethoxysilane, it would have been considered obvious to 
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substitute one for the other. As to claim 34, Brown teaches that the acid catalyst can be 
mineral acid salts. 

Claims 21 ,22 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable , 
over Anderson in view of Brown and Shu as applied to claims 20,25,26,28-34 and 36 
above, and further in view of Boles. 

Anderson does not specifically identify the cationic agent being used. Boles also 
discloses use of a preflush containing a cationic surfactant for the same reasons as 
Anderson, which is to wet the formation. Boles teaches that his cationic agent is 
potassium chloride. As evidenced by their proximity on the periodic table, potassium 
and sodium share similar characteristics and substitution of sodium for potassium would 
have been considered an obvious design choice since they are so closely chemically 
related. As to claim 22, the exact amount of sodium chloride used would have been 
considered obvious since the amount used varies and depends directly upon formation 
characteristics. As to claim 37, the preflush of Boles is introduced below the fracture 
pressure. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 8,16,27,35 and 50-53 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to William P. Neuder whose telephone number is 571-272- 
7032. The examiner can normally be reached on Tuesday through Friday. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David J. Bagnell can be reached on 571-272-6999. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




William P Neuder 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3672 



W.P.N. 



